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Foreword

The sense in which the five texts collected here contain an idea of 
philosophy, one that somehow answers the question of the title of 
the book, will become evident— if at all— only to those who read 
them in a spirit of friendship. As has been said, those who find 
themselves writing in an age that, rightly or wrongly, appears to 
them to be barbaric, must know that their strength and capacity for 
expression are not for this reason increased, but rather diminished 
and depleted. Since he has no other choice, however, and pessimism 
is alien to his nature— nor does he seem to recall with certainty a 
better time— the author cannot but rely on those who have experi-
enced the same difficulties— and in that sense, on friends.

Unlike the four other texts, which were written over the past two 
years, “Experimentum Vocis” resumes and develops in a new direc-
tion notes I took in the second half of the 1980s. It therefore belongs 
to the same context as my essays “The Thing Itself,” “Tradition 
of the Immemorial,” and “*Se: Hegel’s Absolute and Heidegger’s 
Ereignis” (subsequently collected in Potentialities [Stanford, 1999]), 
as well as “Experimentum Linguae,” which was reprinted as a pref-
ace to the new [2001] edition of my book Infanzia e storia.1

1. The first edition of Agamben’s Infanzia e storia: distruzione dell’esperienza 
e origine della storia (1978) did not contain “Experimentum linguae,” but it 
was included in the 2001 edition (both published in Turin by Einaudi) and 
also in the English translation (London: Verso, 1993).— Translator.
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1

We should never tire of ref lecting on the following fact: 
although there were and are, in every age and place, societies 
whose customs appear to us to be barbaric, or anyway unaccept-
able, and more or less numerous human groups willing to ques-
tion every rule, culture, and tradition; although wholly criminal 
societies have existed and exist, moreover, and, after all, there is 
no norm or value whose legitimacy everyone could unanimously 
agree about, there nonetheless never is or ever was any commu-
nity, or society, or group that purely and simply chose to renounce 
language. The risks and damages implicit in the use of language 
have been perceived several times in the course of history: reli-
gious and philosophical communities in both West and East 
practiced silence— or “aphasia,” as the ancient skeptics called it— 
but silence and aphasia were only a trial aimed at a better use of 
language and reason, and not an unconditional dismissal of the 
faculty of speech, which in all traditions seems inseparable from 
what is human.

Questions have thus often been raised concerning the way 
in which humans began to speak, proposing hypotheses on the 
origins of language that are manifestly unverifiable and lack-
ing rigor; but nobody has ever wondered why they continue to 
speak. And yet in practice things are simple: it is well known that 
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if a child is not somehow exposed to language before the age of 
eleven, he irreversibly loses the capacity of acquiring it. Medieval 
sources inform us that Frederick II attempted an experiment of 
this kind, but its goal was completely different: not the renuncia-
tion of transmitting language, but a desire to know what the nat-
ural language [lingua] of humanity was. The result of the experi-
ment by itself invalidates the sources in question: the children 
thoroughly deprived of any contact with language spontaneously 
spoke Hebrew (or, according to other sources, Arabic).

The fact that the experiment of abolishing language was 
attempted neither in Nazi concentration camps nor even in the 
most radical and innovative utopian communities; the fact that 
nobody ever dared to take responsibility for doing so— not even 
among those who never hesitated for a moment to take lives— 
seems to prove beyond any doubt the inseparable link that appears 
to bind humanity to speech. In the definition according to which 
man is the living being that has language, the decisive element is 
clearly not life, but language [lingua].

And yet humans are unable to say what is involved for them 
in language as such, in the sheer fact that they speak. Although 
they more or less obscurely sense how inane it is to use speech in 
the way they mostly use it— often at random and without having 
anything to say, or to hurt each other— they obstinately continue 
to speak and transmit language to their progeny, without know-
ing whether this is the highest good or the worst of misfortunes.

2

Let us begin with the idea of the incomprehensible, of a being 
that is entirely without relation to language and reason, abso-
lutely indiscernible and unconnected. How could this kind of 
idea emerge? In what way can we think it? Could a wolf, a por-
cupine, or a cricket perhaps have conceived it? Would we say that 
the animal moves in a world that is incomprehensible to it? Just 
as the animal does not reflect on the unsayable, so its environ-
ment cannot appear to it as unsayable: everything in the animal’s 
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environment is a sign for it and speaks to it, everything can be 
selected and integrated, and what does not concern it in any way 
is simply nonexistent for it. On the other hand, by definition, the 
divine mind does not know anything impenetrable, its knowledge 
does not have limits, and everything— even humanity and inert 
matter— is for it intelligible and transparent.

We therefore need to consider the incomprehensible as an 
exclusive acquisition of Homo sapiens, and the unsayable as a cat-
egory that belongs solely to human language. The very nature of 
this language is that it establishes a particular relation with the 
being of which it speaks, however it names and qualifies it. Any-
thing we name or conceive of is already somehow pre- supposed 
in language and knowledge by reason of the simple fact of being 
named. This is the fundamental intentionality of human speech, 
which is always already in relation to something that it presup-
poses as unrelated.

Every positing of an absolute principle or of a beyond of 
thought and language must deal with this presupposing character 
of language: being always a relation, it refers back to an unrelated 
principle that it itself presupposes as such (in Mallarmé’s words: 
“The Word is a principle that develops through the negation of all 
principles”— that is, through the transformation of the principle 
into a presupposition, of the ἀρχή into a hypothesis). This is the 
original mythologem and, at the same time, the aporia the speak-
ing subject clashes with: language presupposes something nonlin-
guistic, and this something unrelated is presupposed, however, by 
giving it a name. The tree presupposed in the name “tree” cannot 
be expressed in language; we can only speak of it starting from its 
having a name.

But what do we then think when we think a being that is 
entirely without relation to language? When thought tries to grasp 
the incomprehensible and the unsayable, it actually tries to grasp 
the presupposing structure of language, its intentionality, and its 
being in relation to something that is supposed to exist outside 
the relation. We can think a being entirely without relation to 
language only through a language without any relation to being.
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3

The interweaving of being and language, world and speech, 
ontology and logic that constitutes Western metaphysics is articu-
lated in the structure of the presupposition. Here, the term “pre-
supposition” designates the “subject” in its original meaning: the 
sub- iectum, the being that, lying first and at the bottom, consti-
tutes that on which— on whose pre- sup- position— we speak and 
say, and which, in turn, cannot be said on anything (Aristotle’s 
πρώτη οὐσία or ὑποκείμενον). The term “presupposition” is per-
tinent: ὑποκεῖσθαι is indeed the perfect passive of ὑποτιθέναι, 
literally, “to put under,” and ὑποκείμενον therefore means “that 
which, having been sup- posed, or put under, lies at the founda-
tion of a predication.” In this sense, questioning linguistic signifi-
cation, Plato could write: “To each of these names is presupposed 
[ὑπόκειταί] a distinct substance [οὐσία]” (Protagoras 349b); and: 
“How can the earliest names, which do not at all presuppose any 
others [οἷς οὔπω ἕτερα ὑπόκειται], make clear to us entities?” 
(Cratylus 422d). Being is what is presupposed in language (in the 
name that manifests it), it is that on whose presupposition we say 
what we say.

The presupposition therefore expresses the original relation 
between language and being, between names and things, and 
the first presupposition is that there is such a relation. Positing 
a relation between language and the world— positing the pre- 
supposition— is the constitutive operation of human language 
as conceived of by Western philosophy: onto- logy, the fact that 
being is said and that saying refers to being. Predication and dis-
course are possible only on this presupposition: the latter is the 
“on- which” of predication understood as λέγειν τι κατά τινος, 
saying something on something. The “on something” (κατά 
τινος) is not homogeneous with “saying something” but expresses 
and, at the same time, hides the fact that the onto- logical nexus 
between language and being has always already been presupposed 
in it— or, that language always rests on something and does not 
speak emptily.
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The interweaving of being and language takes the constitutive 
form of the presupposition in Aristotle’s Categories. As ancient 
commentators perfectly understood when they defined the object 
of the book (that is, whether it concerns words, or entities, or con-
cepts), in the Categories, Aristotle does not simply treat words, or 
only entities, or exclusively concepts, but “terms insofar as they 
mean entities through concepts.” In the words of an Arabic com-
mentator: “Logical investigation concerns objects insofar as they 
are designated through terms [ . . . ] the logician does not deal 
with substance or the body insofar as it is separated from mat-
ter or insofar as it is in movement or has a size and dimension, 
but rather insofar as it is designated by a term, for instance ‘sub-
stance.’” What is in question in this “insofar as,” what happens to 
the entity for being designated by a name: this is— or should be— 
the topic of logic. But this means that the real place of the Catego-
ries and of any logic is the implication of language and being— 
the onto- logic— and that it is not possible to separate logic from 
ontology. The entity as entity (ὂν ᾗ ὄν) and the entity insofar as it 
is said to be an entity are inseparable.

It is only this implication that enables us to comprehend the 
ambiguity of the οὐσία πρώτη, the first substance of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, an ambiguity that the Latin translation of οὐσία as 
substantia has consolidated and bequeathed to Western philoso-
phy, which has not managed to cope with it. The οὐσία πρώτη, 
which initially refers to a singularity, can become substantia, what 
“lies under” predications, under the “saying something on some-
thing,” only because what is at stake in it is the ontological struc-
ture of the presupposition. But what is the structure of this impli-
cation? How is it possible that a singular existence turned into the 
substratum that we presuppose to say what we say?

Being is not presupposed because it is always already given to 
us in a sort of prelinguistic intuition; rather, it is language that 
is articulated— or split— in such a way that it has always already 
encountered and presupposed in the name the being that is 
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given to it. In other words, the prae-  and the sub -  belong to the 
very form of intentionality, of the relation between being and 
language.

5

The double status of the οὐσία πρώτη as singular existence and 
as substance reflects the twofold articulation of language, which 
is always already split into name and discourse, langue and parole, 
semiotic and semantic, sense and denotation. The identification 
of these differences is not a discovery of modern linguistics, but 
the constitutive experience of the Greek reflection on being. If 
Plato already clearly opposed the level of the name (ὅνομα) to 
that of discourse (λόγος), the foundation on which the Aristo-
telian list of categories rests is the distinction between λεγόμενα 
ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς, what we say without a connection (“man,” “ox,” 
“runs,” “wins”) and the λεγόμενα κατὰ συμπλοκήν, discourse as 
a connection of terms (“the man walks”; “the man wins” [Cat-
egories 1a16– 19]). The first level corresponds to language [lingua] 
(Saussure’s langue; Benveniste’s “semiotic”) as distinct from actual 
discourse (Saussure’s parole; Benveniste’s “semantic”).

We are so used to the existence of an entity called “language” 
[lingua], and the isolation of a level of signification distinct from 
actual discourse is for us so familiar, that we do not realize that 
what is brought to light for the first time in this distinction is a 
fundamental structure of human language that distinguishes it 
from any other language, and that it is only starting from this 
structure that something like a science and a philosophy become 
possible. If Plato and Aristotle have been considered the found-
ers of grammar, this is because their reflection on language laid 
the basis on which grammarians later managed to construct— 
through an analysis of discourse— what we call language [lingua], 
and interpret the act of speech— which is the only real experi-
ence— as the implementation of an entity of reason called lan-
guage [lingua] (such as the Greek language; the Italian language; 
etc.).
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It is only because it rests on this fundamental splitting of lan-
guage that being is always already divided between essence and 
existence, quid est and quod est, potentiality and act; the ontologi-
cal difference is first of all founded on the possibility of distin-
guishing a level of language [lingua] and names— which is not 
said in a discourse— and a level of discourse— which is said on 
the presupposition of the former. And the ultimate problem that 
every metaphysical reflection needs to confront is the same that 
constitutes the stumbling block where every theory of language 
runs the risk of failing; if the being that is said is always already 
split into essence and existence, potentiality and act, and the lan-
guage that says it is always already divided into language as langue 
and discourse, sense and denotation, how is the passage from one 
level to the other possible? And why are being and language con-
stituted in a way that originally entails this gap?

6

Anthropogenesis has not been accomplished instantaneously 
once and for all with the event of language, that is, with the fact 
that the primate of the homo genus became a speaker. Rather, a 
patient, long, and obstinate process of analysis, interpretation, and 
construction of what is in question in this event was necessary. In 
other words, for something like Western civilization to emerge, it 
was first necessary to understand— or to decide to understand— 
that what we speak, what we do by speaking, is a language [lin-
gua], and that this language [lingua] is formed by words, which— 
thanks to a property that remains unexplainable unless we resort 
to utterly unlikely hypotheses— refer to the world and things. 
This implies that, in the uninterrupted flux of sounds produced 
by using organs mostly borrowed from other functional systems 
(the majority of which are linked with nutrition), parts endowed 
with an autonomous signification (μέρη τῆς λέξεως, the words) 
are first recognized, and, in these, indivisible elements (στοιχεῖα, 
the letters) whose combinations form these parts. The civiliza-
tion we know is first and foremost founded on an “interpretation” 
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(ἑρμηνεία) of the act of speech, on the “development” of cogni-
tive possibilities that we regard as contained and “implied” in lan-
guage [lingua]. For this reason, Aristotle’s treatise On Interpreta-
tion (Περὶ ἑρμηνείας), which in fact begins with the hypothesis 
that what we do by speaking is a signifying connection of words, 
letters, concepts, and things, has had a decisive function in the 
history of Western thought; for this reason, grammar, which is 
now taught in primary schools, has been, and to a certain extent 
is still, the foundational discipline of knowledge. (It goes without 
saying that grammatical reflection has also a political meaning in 
addition to the epistemic- cognitive one: if what humans speak is 
a language [lingua], and if there is not only one language [lingua] 
but many, then the plurality of languages [lingue] corresponds to 
the plurality of people and political communities.)

7

Let us consider the paradoxical nature of the entity of reason 
called language [lingua] (we say “entity of reason” because it is 
unclear whether it exists in the mind, in actual discourses, or only 
in grammar books and dictionaries). It has been constructed by 
means of a patient and meticulous analysis of the act of speech, 
supposing that speaking is possible only on the presupposition 
of a language [lingua], and that things are always already named 
(even though it is impossible to explain— if not in a mythological 
way— how and by whom) in a system of signs that refers to things 
potentially and not only actually. The word “tree” can denote the 
tree in a discursive act insofar as we presuppose that the word 
“tree,” taken as such before and beyond any actual denotation, 
means “tree.” In other words, language would have the capacity of 
suspending its denotative power in discourse, in order to signify 
things in a purely virtual way in the form of a lexicon. This is 
the difference between langue and parole, semiotic and semantic, 
sense and denotation that we have already evoked and that irre-
vocably splits language into two distinct levels, which, however, 
mysteriously communicate with each other.
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The nexus between this linguistic splitting and the ontologi-
cal caesura “potentiality/act,” δὐναμις/ἐνέργεια through which 
Aristotle divides and articulates the level of being is all the more 
evident if we recall that, already in Plato, one of the fundamen-
tal meanings of the term δὐναμις is “semantic value of a word.” 
The ontological movement of the presupposition corresponds to 
the articulation of linguistic signification on two distinct levels: 
sense is a presupposition of denotation and langue is a presupposi-
tion of parole, just as essence is a presupposition of existence and 
potentiality is a presupposition of the act. But here everything 
gets more complicated. Sense and denotation, language [lingua] 
and discourse lie in fact on two different levels and no passage 
seems to lead from one to the other. We can speak only on the 
presupposition of a language [lingua], but saying in a discourse 
what has been “called” and named in language [lingua] is properly 
impossible. This is the insurmountable opposition between semi-
otic and semantic where Benveniste’s extreme thought foundered 
(“The world of the sign is closed. From the sign to the sentence 
there is no transition [ . . . ] a gap separates them”), or, in Witt-
genstein, the opposition between names and proposition (“I can 
only name objects. Signs represent them. I can only speak about 
them: I cannot express them”). All we know of language [lingua] 
has been learnt starting from speech, and all we comprehend of 
speech is understood starting from language [lingua]; and, yet, 
the interpretation (the ἑρμηνεία) of the act of speech through lan-
guage [lingua], which makes knowledge possible, ultimately leads 
to an impossibility of speaking.

8

To this presupposing structure of language corresponds the 
specificity of its way of being, which amounts to the fact that it 
must remove itself in order to make the named thing be. This is 
the nature of language Duns Scotus has in mind when he defines 
the relation as ens debilissimum and adds that it is for this reason 
so difficult to know. Language is ontologically very weak, in the 
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sense that it cannot but disappear in the thing it names, other-
wise, rather than designating or unveiling the thing, it would hin-
der its comprehension. And yet it is precisely in this that its spe-
cific potentiality lies— in its remaining unperceived and unsaid 
in what it names and says. As Meister Eckhart writes, if the form 
through which we know a thing were itself something, it would 
lead us to its knowledge and turn away from the knowledge of 
the thing. The risk of being itself perceived as a thing, and of 
separating us from what it should reveal to us, is until the end 
consubstantial with language. Not being able to say itself while it 
says other things, that is, its being always ecstatically in the place 
of the other, is the unmistakable signature and, at the same time, 
the original taint of human language.

Not only language but the subject itself is a very weak being— 
the subject that is produced in language and that must somehow 
cope with it. In fact, subjectivity emerges each time that the living 
being encounters language, each time in which it says “I.” But 
precisely because it is generated in it and through it, it is so dif-
ficult for the subject to grasp its own taking place. On the other 
hand, language— the langue— comes to life and lives only if a 
speaker assumes it in an act of speech.

Western philosophy originates from the hand- to- hand combat 
between these two very weak beings that consist of and take place 
in each other, and in each other incessantly founder— for this rea-
son, they also obstinately try to grasp and comprehend each other.

9

Precisely because being gives itself in language, but language 
remains unsaid in what it says and manifests, being destines itself 
and unveils itself for speakers in an epochal history. The histori-
cizing and chronogenetic power of the λόγος is a function of its 
presupposing structure and its ontological weakness. Insofar as it 
remains hidden in what it reveals, that which reveals constitutes 
being as what unveils itself historically by remaining unattainable 
and untouched in each of its epochal unveilings. And insofar as 
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language [lingua] is, in this sense, a historical being, the ἑρμηνεία 
that has been dominating Western philosophy for two thousand 
years is an interpretation of language, which, having split it into 
langue and parole, synchrony and diachrony, can never cope with 
it once and for all. And just as being and language [lingua] remain 
presupposed in their historical unfolding, so the presupposition 
determines also the way in which the West has thought politics. 
The community that is in question in language is in fact presup-
posed in the guise of a historical a priori or foundation: whether 
it is an ethnic substance, a language [lingua], or a contract, in any 
case the common takes the shape of an unattainable past, which 
defines the political as a “state.”

There are many signs suggesting that this fundamental struc-
ture of Western ontology and politics exhausted its vital strength. 
Formulating thematically the obvious fact according to which 
“the being that can be understood is language,” twentieth- century 
thought only asserted the inherence of language “to every rela-
tion or natural activity of man, to his feeling, intuiting, desir-
ing, and to each of his needs and instincts” that German idealism 
had already affirmed and brought to awareness without reserva-
tion. In this perspective, the fact that the birth of comparative 
grammar and the hypothesis about the Indo- European language 
are contemporary with Hegel’s philosophy— that, actually, the 
last book of the Science of Logic was published in the same year 
(1816) as Franz Bopp’s Konjugationssystem— is certainly not a mere 
coincidence. The Indo- European language— which linguists have 
reconstructed (or, rather, produced) through a patient morpholog-
ical and phonological analysis of historical languages [lingue]— is 
not a language [lingua] homogeneous to the others, only more 
ancient: it is something like an absolute langue that nobody ever 
spoke or will ever speak, but constitutes as such the historical and 
political a priori of the West, which guarantees the unity and 
the reciprocal intelligibility of its many languages [lingue] and 
its many peoples. Just as Hegel stated that the historical destiny 
of humanity had reached its fulfillment and that the historical 
potentialities of religion, art, and philosophy had been dissolved 
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and realized in the absolute, so the process that had brought the 
West to full awareness of the cognitive potentialities contained in 
its language [lingua] culminated in the construction of the Indo- 
European language.

Linguistics thus became the pilot discipline for the human sci-
ences between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and its 
sudden withering away and foundering in the work of Benveniste 
coincides with an epochal mutation in the historical destiny of 
the West. The West, which realized and brought to completion 
the potentiality it had inscribed in its language [lingua], must now 
open itself to a globalization that simultaneously marks its tri-
umph and its end.

10

At this stage, we can advance a hypothesis on the origin of lan-
guage that is not more mythological than others (philosophical 
hypotheses necessarily have a mythical character, that is, they are 
always “narrations,” and the rigor of thought consists precisely in 
recognizing them as such, not confusing them with principles). 
Like all animals, the primate that was going to develop into Homo 
sapiens was always endowed with a language, which was certainly 
different but perhaps not so dissimilar from the one we know. 
What happened was that at a certain point— coinciding with 
anthropogenesis— the primate of the genus homo became aware 
of having a language [lingua], that is, he separated it from himself 
and exteriorized it out of himself as an object, and then began 
to consider, analyze, and elaborate it in an incessant process— in 
which philosophy, grammar, logic, psychology, and computer sci-
ence followed one another with many twists and turns— a pro-
cess that has perhaps not yet been accomplished. And since he 
had expelled his language out of himself, unlike other animals, 
man had to learn to transmit it exosomatically, from mother to 
son, in such a way that in the course of generations language [lin-
gua] was chaotically divided and increasingly changed according 
to places and times. And, having separated his language [lingua] 
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from himself to entrust it to a historical tradition, for the speak-
ing man, life and language, nature and history were divided and, 
at the same time, articulated with each other. Language [lingua], 
which had been expelled outside, was reinscribed in the voice 
through phonemes, letters, and syllables, and the analysis of lan-
guage [lingua] coincided with the articulation of the voice (the 
ϕωνὴ ἔναρθρος, the articulated voice of humans as opposed to 
the disarticulated voice of the animal).

This means that language is neither a human invention nor a 
divine gift, but a middle term between them, which is located in 
a zone of indifference between nature and culture, endosomatic 
and exosomatic (the splitting of human language into langue and 
speech, semiotic and semantic, synchrony and diachrony corre-
sponds to this bipolarity). This also means that man is not simply 
homo sapiens, but first and foremost homo sapiens loquendi, the 
living being that does not merely speak, but knows how to speak, 
in the sense that the knowledge of language [lingua]— even in 
its most elementary form— must necessarily precede any other 
knowledge.

What is now happening before our eyes is that language, which 
was exteriorized as the thing— that is, according to etymology, 
the “cause”— par excellence of humanity, seems to have accom-
plished its anthropogenetic itinerary and want to go back to the 
nature from which it comes. The exhaustion of the project of a 
comparative grammar— that is, of the knowledge that was sup-
posed to guarantee the intelligibility of language [lingua]— was 
in fact followed by the emergence of generative grammar, in other 
words, of a conception of language [lingua] whose horizon is no 
longer historical and exosomatic, but, ultimately, biological and 
innatist. And the promotion of the historical potentiality of lan-
guage [lingua] seems to be replaced by the project of a computer-
ization of human language that fixes it in a communicative code 
that rather recalls that of animal languages.
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We then understand why, since its origin, human language 
has experienced a series of splits, which are not paralleled in any 
animal language. I am referring to the names/discourse fracture, 
which was already clear to the Greeks (ὅνομα / λόγος in Plato; 
λεγόμενα ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς / λεγόμενα κατὰ συμπλοκήν in 
Aristotle, Categories 1a16– 18) and the Romans (nominum impo-
sitio / declinatio in Varro, On the Latin Language 8.5– 6), up to 
the fractures— which somehow correspond to it— between langue 
and parole in Saussure and between semiotic and semantic in 
Benveniste. The speaking man does not invent names, nor do 
they arise from him as an animal voice: he can only receive them 
through an exosomatic transmission and a teaching; on the other 
hand, in discourse men understand each other without need for 
explanation. The consequence of this split between two levels of 
language is a series of aporias: on the one hand, language cannot 
cope with its relation with the world, which is conditioned by 
names (and the meaning of names— Wittgenstein writes [1961, 
p. 21]— needs to be explained to us for us to understand them); 
on the other hand, following Benveniste, there is no passage from 
the semiotic level of names to the semantic level of propositions, 
hence the act of speech turns out to be impossible.

We should reflect on the particular character of the anthropo-
genetic event of which these fractures are the consequence: man 
has access to his own nature— to language, which defines him as 
ζῶον λόγον ἔχον and animal rationale— only historically, that is, 
through an exosomatic transmission. If, in fact, he cannot access 
it, he loses the faculty of learning language and presents itself as a 
being that is not properly or not yet human (one need only think 
of the enfants sauvages and the wolf- children that so much trou-
bled the Age of Reason). This means that in man— that is, in the 
living being that has access to its nature only through history— 
the human and the inhuman face each other without any natu-
ral articulation, and that something like a civilization can origi-
nate only starting from the invention and the construction of a 
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historical articulation between them. The specific service of phi-
losophy and grammatical reflection is that of individuating and 
constructing in the voice the place of this articulation.

It is not a coincidence if the collection of Aristotle’s logical 
writings, that is, of the first and broadest interpretation of lan-
guage [lingua] as an “instrument” of knowledge, was entitled 
Ὄργανον, which means both a technical instrument and a part 
of the body. Referring to language at the beginning of Περὶ 
ἑρμηνείας (On Interpretation 16a3 ff.), Aristotle in fact uses the 
expression τὰ ἐν τῇ ϕωνῇ, “what is in the voice,” and not sim-
ply, as one might have expected, and as he would later write, 
ϕωναί, “terms” (he writes that “what is in the voice” symbolizes 
the impressions of the soul— παθήματα ἐν τῇ ϕωνῇ— and the 
written letters symbolize “what is in the voice”). Language is 
in the voice, but is not the voice: it is at its place and in place 
of it. For this reason, in Politics (1253a10– 18), Aristotle explic-
itly opposes the animal ϕωνή, which is immediately a sign of 
pleasure and pain, to human λόγος, which can manifest justice 
and injustice, good and evil, and lies at the foundation of the 
political community. Anthropogenesis coincided with a split-
ting of the animal voice and with the positioning of λόγος in 
the very place of ϕωνή. Language takes place in the non- place 
of the voice and this aporetic situation is what makes language 
extremely close to the living being and, at the same time, sepa-
rated from it by an unbridgeable gap.

12

An analysis of the particular situation of the λόγος in the 
ϕωνή— and, thus, of the relation between voice and language— is 
a precondition for understanding the way in which the West has 
thought language, that is, the fact that the human living being is a 
speaking being. This means that the aim of Aristotle’s treatise On 
Interpretation was not only to ensure the nexus between words, 
concepts, and things, but prior to that— by locating language in 
the voice— to ensure the nexus between the living being and its 
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language [lingua]. The analysis of language [lingua] presupposes 
an analysis of the voice.

Ancient commentators already questioned the meaning of the 
expression τὰ ἐν τῇ ϕωνῇ. Asking why Aristotle wrote that “what 
is in the voice is the symbol of the affections of the soul,” Ammo-
nius answers that the philosopher said “what is in the voice” and 
not “voices” (ϕωναί) “in order to show that saying ‘voice’ is not 
the same as saying ‘name and verb,’ and that being a symbol by 
convention does not rest with the bare voice (τῇ ϕωνῇ ἁπλῶς), 
but with the name and the verb; by nature (ϕύσει) we can pro-
duce voices (ϕωνεῖν), just as we can see and hear, but names and 
verbs are rather produced by our intelligence, using the voice 
as matter (ὕλῃ κεχρημένα τῇ ϕωνῇ)” (Ammonius 1897, p. 22). 
Ammonius— who seems here faithfully to be following Aristotle’s 
intention— suggests that the capacity for signifying things (by 
convention and not by nature) does not rest with the animal voice 
(the “bare voice”) but with language, which is formed by names 
and verbs; and, yet, language takes place in the voice; what is by 
convention dwells in what is by nature.

In On Interpretation, after describing the semantic intertwining 
of language, the affections of the soul, letters, and things, Aristo-
tle suddenly interrupts his discussion and refers to his book On 
the Soul (“with these points, however, I dealt in my treatise con-
cerning the soul; they belong to a different inquiry— ἄλλης γὰρ 
πραγματείας”; On Interpretation 16a9). Here he defined the voice 
as “the sound produced by a creature possessing a soul” (ψόφος 
ἐμψύχου), specifying that “inanimate things never have a voice; 
they can only metaphorically be said to give voice, e.g., a flute 
or a lyre” (On the Soul 420b5). A few lines below the definition 
is repeated and substantiated: “Voice, then, is a sound made by 
a living creature (ζῴου ψόφος), and that not with any part of it 
indiscriminately. But, since sound only occurs when something 
strikes something else in a certain medium, and this medium 
is the air, it is natural that only those things should have voice 
which admit the air” (ibid., 14– 16). It is likely that Aristotle 
deemed this definition to be unsatisfying, since at this stage he 
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enunciates a new one, which has then exercised a decisive influ-
ence on the history of thinking language: “As we have said, not 
every sound made by a living creature is a voice (for one can make 
a sound even with the tongue, or as in coughing), but that which 
even causes the impact, must have a soul, and use some imagina-
tion (μετὰ φαντασίας τινός). For the voice is a signifying sound 
(σημαντικὸς ψόφος)” (ibid., 29– 32).

If what distinguishes language from the voice is its seman-
tic character (that is, its being associated with the affections of 
the soul, here called “imaginations”), Aristotle does not specify 
what turns the animal voice into a signifying language. And 
it is here that letters (γράμματα) acquire a crucial function, 
which On Interpretation lists in the semantic knot only as signs 
of what lies in the voice. Letters are not simply signs, but ele-
ments (στοιχεῖα, the other Greek term that designates letters) of 
the voice, which render it signifying and comprehensible. In Poet-
ics, Aristotle clearly states that “a letter (στοιχεῖον) is an indivis-
ible voice, not any voice but one through which a voice becomes 
intelligible (συνθετὴ γίγνεσθαι φωνή). Animals utter indivisible 
voices but none that I should call a letter. The parts of the intel-
ligible voice are the vowel (φωνῆεν), the semi- vowel (ἡμίφωνον), 
and the mute (ἄφωνον)” (Poetics 1456b22– 25). This definition is 
confirmed in Metaphysics: “The elements (στοιχεῖα) of the voice 
are that of which the voice is composed (σύγκειται) and the ulti-
mate parts into which it is divisible” (Metaphysics 1014a26); and in 
Problems: “Humans produce many letters (γράμματα), but other 
living creatures no letters, or, at most, two or three consonants. 
Consonants combined with vowels produce discourse. Language 
(λόγος) is signifying something not by the voice but by certain 
affections (πάθεσιν) of it. And the letters are affections of the 
voice” (Problems 10.39.895a7 ff.). The writings on animals stress 
the function of the tongue and the lips in the production of let-
ters: “Language, through the voice, is composed of letters (ἐκ τῶν 
γραμμάτων σύγκειται); and if the lips were not supple, or if the 
tongue were other than it is, the greater parts of letters could not 
possibly be pronounced, since some of them result from an impact 
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of the tongue and the closing of the lips” (On the Parts of Animals 
659b30 ff.). Using a word that grammarians would then estab-
lish as a properly technical term of their science, this constitutive 
inscription of letters in the voice is defined as an “articulation” 
(διάρθρωσις): “Voice (ϕωνή) differs from sound (ψόϕος), and 
language (λόγος) from both. [ . . . ] Language is the articulation 
of the voice by means of the tongue (γλώττῃ). Now vowel sounds 
are produced by the voice and the larynx; consonantal sounds by 
the tongue and the lips. And these produce language” (History of 
Animals 535a ff.).

If we now return to the statement that opens On Interpreta-
tion, we can say that Aristotle here defines an ἑρμηνεία, a process 
of interpretation that is unfolded between what is in the voice, 
the letters, the affections of the soul, and things; but the decisive 
function— that which makes the voice capable of signifying— 
rests precisely with the letters; the first and ultimate hermeneut 
is the γράμμα.

13

Let us dwell on the crucial operation that is accomplished in 
these writings for the history of Western culture— under the 
appearance of a description that time has made obvious. Φωνή 
and λόγος, the animal voice and human language are distinct, 
but coincide locally in man, in the sense that language is pro-
duced through an “articulation” of the voice, which is nothing 
else than the inscription of letters (γράμματα) in it, whereby let-
ters are entrusted with the privileged status of being, at the same 
time, signs and elements (στοιχεῖα) of the voice (in this sense, 
the letter is an index of itself, index sui). Aristotle’s definition was 
adopted by ancient grammarians who turned the observations of 
the philosophers into a systematic science between the first and 
second centuries CE. Grammarians too begin their analysis from 
the definition of the voice, distinguishing the “confused voice” 
(ϕωνὴ συγκεχυμένη) of animals from the “articulated voice” 
(ϕωνὴ ἔναρθρος, vox articulata) of humans. But if, at this point, 
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we ask of what the articulated character of the human voice con-
sists, grammarians answer that ϕωνὴ ἔναρθρος simply means 
ϕωνὴ ἐγγράμματος, that is, translated into Latin, vox quae scribi 
potest or quae litteris comprehendi potest— a voice that can be writ-
ten, “grammaticized,” and that can be comprehended through let-
ters. The confused voice is the unwritable voice of animals (“the 
neighing of horses, the rage of dogs, the roaring of wild beasts”) 
or also that part of the human voice that cannot be written, “such 
as laughter, whistling, or hiccup[s]” (to which one can add the 
timbre of the voice, which the ear perceives but cannot formalize 
into a writing).

Therefore, the articulated voice is nothing other than ϕωνὴ 
ἐγγράμματος, a voice that has been transcribed and com- 
prehended— that is, captured— by means of letters. In other 
words, human language is constituted through an operation on 
the animal voice, which inscribes in it the letters (γράμματα) 
as elements (στοιχεῖα). We find here again the structure of the 
exceptio— the inclusive exclusion— that makes possible the cap-
ture of life into politics. Just as the natural life of man is included 
in politics through its very exclusion in the form of bare life, so 
human language (which, after all, according to Aristotle, founds 
the political community [Politics 1253a18]) takes place through an 
exclusion- inclusion of the “bare voice” (ϕωνὴ ἁπλῶς in Ammoni-
us’s words) in the λόγος. In this way, history takes root in nature, 
the exosomatic tradition in the endosomatic tradition, and the 
political community in the natural community.

 At the beginning of Grammatology, after enunciating the program .א
of a claim of writing against the privilege of the voice, Jacques Der-
rida quotes the passage from On Interpretation in which Aristotle 
affirms the “original link” and the “essential proximity” between 
the voice and the λόγος, which define Western metaphysics: “If, for 
Aristotle, for example, ‘the sounds produced by the voice’ (τά ἐν τῇ 
ϕωνῇ) are the symbols of the states of the soul (παθήματα ἐν τῇ 
ϕωνῇ) and written words the symbols of the words produced by the 
voice, it is that the voice, productive of the first symbols, has a relation 
of essential and immediate proximity with the soul” (Derrida 1967, 
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pp. 22– 23). If our analysis of the condition of the letters in the voice 
is correct, this means that Western metaphysics sets in its original 
place the γράμμα and not the voice. The Derridean critique of meta-
physics is therefore founded on an insufficient reading of Aristotle, 
which fails to question precisely the original status of the γράμμα 
in On Interpretation. Metaphysics is always already a grammatology 
and the latter is a fundamentology, in the sense that, since the λόγος 
takes place in the non- place of the ϕωνή, the function of negative 
ontological foundation belongs to the letter and not to the voice.

14

We can here grasp the fundamental influence of alphabetic 
writing on our culture and on the way in which it has conceived 
of language. It is in fact only alphabetic writing— whose inven-
tion the Greeks attributed to two civilizing heroes, Cadmus and 
Palamedes— that can generate the illusion of capturing the voice, 
of having com- prehended and transcribed it in the γράμματα. To 
fully realize the— in every sense foundational— importance of the 
capture of language [lingua] that was made possible by alphabetic 
writing and by its ἑρμηνεία carried out first by philosophers and 
then by grammarians, we need to free ourselves from the naïve 
representation— produced by two millennia of grammatical 
education— according to which the letters are perfectly recogniz-
able in the voice as its elements.

In this perspective, there is nothing more instructive than the 
history of that part of grammar— phonetics— that deals with 
the sounds of language (as, indeed, an “articulated voice”). At 
first, modern phonetics focused on the analysis of the γράμματα 
according to their modality of articulation, distinguishing them 
as labials, dentals, palatals, velars, labiovelars, laryngeal, and so 
on— with such a descriptive thoroughness that a phonetician 
who was also a physician could write that if a speaking subject 
really articulated a given laryngeal sound in the way described 
by phonetics treatises, this would cause his death by suffocation. 
Articulatory phonetics descended into crisis when it was noticed 
that, in the presence of a lesion of the organ of articulation, 
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the speaker could equally articulate the sound following other 
modalities.

Abandoning the analysis of sounds according to their point 
of articulation, phonetics then focused on their strictly acoustic 
consistence, and thus managed to decompose and analyze the 
auditory texture of language into a multiplicity of scientifically 
controllable data. But the more the analysis of the sound wave 
produced by the voice evolved, the more it became impossible 
to clearly separate the elements (the γράμματα- στοιχεῖα) that 
the grammatical tradition had identified. In 1916, Saussure had 
already observed that if we could reproduce through a film the 
movements of the mouth, the tongue, and the vocal cords of a 
speaker who produces what appears to us as the series of sounds 
F- A- L, it would be impossible to divide the three elements that 
compose it— which actually present themselves as so indissolu-
bly interwoven that one cannot isolate the point at which F ends 
and A begins. A film made in 1933 by the German phonetician 
Paul Menzerath confirmed Saussure’s observation also from the 
acoustic standpoint. In the act of speech, sounds do not follow 
each other, but become so intimately entangled and bound to 
each other that the unities we assume ourselves to be able to dis-
tinguish both at the morphological and phonetic levels actually 
constitute a perfectly continuous flux.

The awareness of the impossibility of distinguishing the sounds 
of language from both an articulatory and an acoustic stand-
point made necessary the emergence of phonology, which neatly 
separates the sounds of words (which was studied by phonetics) 
from the sounds of language [lingua] (the phonemes, that is, pure 
and immaterial oppositions, which are the object of phonology). 
With the severance of the link between language [lingua] and the 
voice— which was out of question from ancient thought to the 
phonetics of the Neogrammarians— the autonomy of language 
[lingua] with regard to the act of speech becomes evident. But 
although phonology acknowledges that γράμματα are not the 
trace and the written transcription of the voice, on the one hand, 
it treats the phoneme as a sort of purely negative and differential 
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archigram [arcigramma], on the other. With this move, the diffi-
culty caused by the aporetic situation of the λόγος in the ϕωνή is 
not solved, but only proposed again at the level of the impossible 
articulation between langue and parole, or between semiotic and 
semantic.

 The ungraspable character of the human voice and the vanity of .א
any attempt to make it somehow comprehensible through the let-
ters were already observed by Plato, on whom, even in this case, the 
Aristotelian ἑρμηνεία of language and the condition of the λόγος in 
the γράμματα depend. In the Philebus, Socrates says: “When some-
one, whether god or godlike man— there is an Egyptian story that 
his name was Theuth— observed that the voice was infinite (φωνὴν 
ἄπειρον— ἄπειρον literally means “indemonstrable, impracticable, 
with no way out”), he was the first to notice that the vowel sounds 
in that indemonstrable (ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ) were not one, but many, and 
again that there were other elements that do not properly belong 
to the voice but did have a sonant quality, and that these also had 
a definite number; and he distinguished a third kind of letters 
(γραμμάτων) which we now call mutes (ἄφωνα). Then he divided 
the mutes until he distinguished each individual one, and he treated 
the vowels and semivowels in the same way, until he knew the num-
ber of them and gave to each and all the name of στοιχεῖον. Perceiv-
ing, however, that none of us could learn any one of them alone 
by itself without learning them all, and considering that this was 
a common bond (δεσμὸν) which made them in a way all one, he 
assigned to them all a single science and called it grammar” (Philebus 
18b5– d2). 

From this indemonstrability of the voice, Plato deduces, not 
the need for the γράμματα , but rather that for a theory of ideas 
(indeed, in the Phaedrus, he blames Theuth’s invention for causing 
loss of memory); on the other hand, Aristotle unreservedly follows 
Theuth’s Egyptian paradigm and accordingly excludes ideas from 
the semantic knot as redundant.
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If anthropogenesis— and the philosophy that recalls, protects, 
and incessantly reactualizes it— coincide with an experimentum 
linguae that aporetically situates the λόγος in the voice; and if the 
ἑρμηνεία, the interpretation of this experience that has dominated 
the history of the West, seems to have reached its limit, then what 
cannot but be questioned today in thought is an experimentum 
vocis, in which humans radically question the role of language 
in the voice and try to assume being a speaker anew. What has 
reached completion is in fact not the natural history of human-
ity, but that most special epochal history in which the ἑρμηνεία 
of speech as a language [lingua]— that is, as an intentional inter-
twining of terms, concepts, things, and letters that takes place 
in the voice through the γράμματα— had destined the West. It 
is therefore necessary always again to interrogate the possibility 
and meaning of the experimentum, investigating its place and 
genealogy in order to investigate whether there is, with respect 
to the γράμματα and the knowledge based on them, another way 
of addressing the indemonstrability of the voice. In our culture, 
the experimentum is not an eccentric or marginal phenomenon, 
which, trying to say what cannot be said, necessarily falls into 
contradictions; rather, it is the very thing of thought, the constitu-
tive fact of what we call philosophy.

In the same years in which he formulated the insurmountable 
fracture between semiotic and semantic, Benveniste wrote an 
essay on the “Formal Apparatus of Enunciation,” where he inves-
tigated the capacity of language to refer, through the shifters “I,” 
“you,” “here,” “now,” “this,” and so forth, not to lexical reality but 
to its own pure taking place. “I” does not indicate a substance, 
but the person who utters the instance of discourse containing 
“I,” just as “this” can only be the object of “an ostension that is 
simultaneous with the present instance of discourse,” and “here” 
and “now” “delimit the spatial and temporal instance that is con-
temporaneous with the instance of discourse containing the pro-
noun ‘I.’” This is not the place to retrace these rightly celebrated 
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analyses, which have transformed the traditional theory of pro-
nouns and defined the philosophical problem of the subject in 
a new way. What interests us here is rather asking in what way 
we can understand the “contemporaneity” and the “simultaneity” 
between the shifter and the instance of discourse (in this regard, 
Jakobson speaks also of an “existential relation” between the pro-
noun “I” and “enunciation”) without resorting to the voice. Enun-
ciation and the instance of discourse are not identifiable as such, 
if not by means of the voice that utters them. But, insofar as it 
refers to the taking place of discourse, the voice that is here in 
question cannot be the animal voice, but, once again, the voice 
as what necessarily needs to be removed so that the γράμματα, 
and discourse with them, can take place in its non- place. In other 
words, enunciation locates the subject, the one who says “I,” 
“here,” and “now,” in the articulation between the voice and lan-
guage, between the “no longer” of the animal ϕωνή and the “not 
yet” of the λόγος. It is in this negative articulation that letters 
are situated. The voice is written, becomes ἐγγράμματος, at the 
point where the subject, the one who says “I,” becomes aware of 
being in place of the voice. For this reason, as Hegel has shown in 
The Phenomenology of Spirit, it is sufficient to transcribe the sense 
certainty that is affirmed in the pronoun “this” and in the adverbs 
“here” and “now” to see it vanish (“here” is no longer here; “now” 
is no longer now), to see the voice on which it was founded defini-
tively disappear. The building of Western knowledge rests in the 
last resort on a voice that is removed, on a voice that writes itself. 
This is its fragile but tenacious founding myth.

16

Is it possible to think the relationship between the voice and 
language otherwise than through the letters? Ammonius suggests 
a possible hypothesis when, in his commentary, he fleetingly hints 
at the voice as the matter (ὕλη) of language [lingua]. Before trying 
to follow this hypothesis, we need to confront the thesis, articu-
lated by Jean- Claude Milner, according to which the letter and 
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matter are synonymous, since matter— understood in the sense 
of modern science— is eminently translittérable, transcribable into 
letters (Milner 1985, p. 8). Milner adds to this thesis the corol-
lary according to which the letter and the signifier are different 
and it is precisely their undue confusion that induced Saussure 
to attribute the properties of the signifier to the letter— in the 
Anagrams— and the characteristics of the letter to the signi-
fier— in the Course.

We can then say, in Milner’s words, that Aristotle’s operation 
amounts precisely to identifying the letter— the γράμμα— with 
the signifier, with the becoming semantic of the ϕωνή. On condi-
tion of adding, against Milner’s thesis, that matter— at least if we 
refer it back to the Platonic paradigm of a χώρα, of a pure taking- 
place— is never something that can be transliterated, that is, it 
can never be a letter or a writing.

Let us consider, in the Timaeus, the definition of the third 
kind of being, along with the sensible and the intelligible, which 
Plato calls χώρα. It is the receptacle (ὑποδοχή) or an imprint- 
bearer (ἐκμαγεῖον) that offers a place to all sensible forms, yet 
without ever blending with them. It is neither properly sensible 
nor properly intelligible, but is perceived as in a dream “through 
a kind of bastard reasoning accompanied by an absence of sensa-
tion.” If, developing the analogy suggested by Ammonius, we 
consider the voice as the χώρα of language [lingua], it will then 
not be grammatically linked to the latter in a relation as a sign 
or element: rather, the voice is that which, in the taking- place 
of the λόγος, we perceive as irreducible to it, as the indemon-
strable (ἄπειρον) that incessantly accompanies it, which, as nei-
ther pure sound nor signifying discourse, we perceive at their 
intersection with an absence of sensation and with a reasoning 
without meaning. Abandoning every founding mythology, we 
can then say that, as χώρα and matter, it is a voice that has never 
been written in language, an un- writable that, in the inces-
sant historical transmission of grammatical writing, obstinately 
remains such. There is no articulation between the living and 
the speaking being. The letter— the γράμμα that claims to posit 
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itself as the having- been or trace of the voice— is neither in the 
voice nor in its place.

17

The “ancient struggle” (παλαιὰ διαφορὰ [Plato, Republic 
607b]) between poetry and philosophy needs then to be thought 
anew from this perspective. In twentieth- century thought, the 
separation between these two discourses— and, at the same time, 
the attempt to reunite them— has reached its highest tension: if, 
on the one hand, logic has tried to purify language [lingua] of 
any poetic excess, on the other, there have been a number of phi-
losophers who have invoked poetry where it seemed that concepts 
were insufficient. Actually, these are neither two rival options 
nor two alternative possibilities without relation, as if the speaker 
could arbitrarily choose between one or the other: poetry and phi-
losophy rather represent two inseparable and irreducible tensions 
within the single field of human language; in this sense, as long as 
there is language, there will also be poetry and thought. In fact, 
their duality witnesses once again to the splitting that, according 
to our hypothesis, was produced in the voice— at the moment 
of anthropogenesis— between what remained of animal language 
and the language [lingua] that was developing in its place as an 
organ of knowledge.

The positioning of language [lingua] in the place of the voice is 
in fact the cause of another irreducible splitting that runs through 
human language, that between sound and sense, phonic and 
musical series and semantic series. These two series, which coin-
cided in the animal voice, separate at each turn and oppose each 
other in discourse following a twofold and inverse tension, in such 
a way that their coincidence is impossible and, at the same time, 
irrevocable. What we call poetry and what we call philosophy 
name the two polarities of this opposition in language. Poetry 
could thus be defined as the attempt to maximally stretch the dif-
ferences between the semiotic and the semantic series, sound and 
sense, ϕωνή and λόγος toward a pure sound, through the rhyme 
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and the enjambement; conversely, philosophical prose could then 
appear as tending toward the fulfillment of these differences in a 
pure sense.

Against this lectio facilior of the relation between poetry and phi-
losophy, we rather need to recall that what is decisive for both is the 
moment when ϕωνή and λόγος, sound and sense are in contact— 
where, following Giorgio Colli, contact should not be understood 
as a tangential point, but as the moment in which two entities are 
united (or, rather, separated) only by an absence of representation. 
If we call thought this moment of contact, we can then say that 
poetry and philosophy are actually internal to each other, in the 
sense that the properly poetic experience of speech is accomplished 
in thought and the properly thinking experience of language [lin-
gua] takes place in poetry. That is to say, philosophy is a search 
for and a commemoration of the voice, just as poetry— as poets 
continually remind us— is a love and search for language [lingua]. 
Philosophical prose, in which sound and sense seem to coincide 
in discourse, thus runs the risk of lacking thought, just as poetry, 
which continually opposes sound and sense, runs the risk of lack-
ing the voice. For this reason, as Wittgenstein wrote, “philosophy 
ought really to be written only as a form of poetry” (“Philosophie 
dürfte man eigentlich nur dichten,” Wittgenstein 1977, p. 58), on 
condition of adding that poetry ought really to be written only as 
a form of philosophy. Philosophy is always and constitutively phi-
losophy of— subjective genitive— poetry, and poetry is always and 
originally poetry of philosophy.

18

If we call factum loquendi the fact of the pure and simple exis-
tence of language, independently of its emergence in this or that 
language [lingua], in this or that grammar, in this or that signify-
ing proposition, we can then say that modern linguistics and logic 
have been able to constitute themselves as sciences only by leaving 
aside as an unthought presupposition the factum loquendi— the 
pure fact that we speak— in order to deal only with language as 
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describable in terms of real properties— in other words, as what 
this or that language [lingua] is, employing this or that “gram-
mar” and communicating this or that semantic content. We 
always speak within language and through language, and by 
speaking of this or that topic, predicating something about some-
thing, we keep on forgetting the simple fact that we are speaking 
about it. However, at the moment of enunciation language does 
not refer to any lexical reality or to the text of the statement, but 
solely to its own taking place. It refers only to its taking place 
[aver luogo] in the voice that removes itself; it maintains a negative 
relation with the voice that, according to the myth, gives rise to it 
[gli dà luogo] by disappearing.

If this is the case, we can then define the task of philosophy 
as the attempt to exhibit and experience the factum that meta-
physics and the science of language must limit themselves to pre-
supposing; that is, the attempt to become aware of the pure fact 
that we speak and that the event of speech occurs for the living 
being in the place of the voice, but without any articulation of 
this event with the voice. Where the voice and language are in 
contact without any articulation, a subject comes about and wit-
nesses to this contact. The thought that wants to risk itself in this 
experience has to resolutely situate itself not only in the gap— or 
contact— between language [lingua] and speech, semiotic and 
semantic, but also in that between the ϕωνή and the λόγος. The 
thought that— between speech and language [lingua], existence 
and essence, potentiality and act— risks itself in this experience 
must accept to find itself at each turn facing the voice without 
language [lingua] and facing language [lingua] without the voice.



  On the Concept of Demand

9

Philosophy always again finds itself facing the task of rigorously 
defining the concept of demand. This definition is all the more 
urgent, since we can say— without any play on words— that phi-
losophy demands this definition and that its possibility fully coin-
cides with this demand.

If there were no demand, but only necessity, there could not 
be philosophy. The element of philosophy is not what obliges us 
but what demands of us; not what must- be or mere factual reality, 
but the demand. But, because of demand, even possibility and 
contingency transform and modify themselves. That is to say, a 
definition of demand implies as a preliminary task a redefinition 
of the categories of modality.

Leibniz thought of demand as an attribute of possibility: omne 
possibile exigit existiturire, “every possibility demands to exist.” 
What the possible demands is to become real; potentiality— or 
essence— demands existence. For this reason, Leibniz defines 
existence as a demand of essence: “Si existentia esset aliud quid-
dam quam essentiae exigentia, sequeretur ipsam habere quandam 
essentiam, seu aliquid novum superadditum rebus, de quo rursus 
quaeri potest, an haec essentia existat, et cur ista potius quam alia” 
(“If existence were something other than what is demanded by 
essence, it would follow that it too would have a certain essence, 
that is, something that would be added to things; and then it 



 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend top edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     85
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend bottom edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     85
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     85
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend right edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     85
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: fix size 6.000 x 9.000 inches / 152.4 x 228.6 mm
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Uniform
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     128
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend right edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     128
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     128
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend bottom edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     128
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend top edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     144.0000
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     128
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut top edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     144.0000
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     0
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut bottom edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     144.0000
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     0
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     144.0000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     0
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 144.00 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Right
     0.0216
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     0
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: before current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
            
       D:20170804112311
       595.2756
       a5
       Blank
       419.5276
          

     1
     Tall
     162
     109
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     BeforeCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: none
     Shift: move left by 10.80 points
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     Fixed
     Left
     10.8000
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     None
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     78
     136
     134
     68
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: none
     Shift: move left by 7.20 points
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     Fixed
     Left
     7.2000
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     None
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     78
     136
     134
     68
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: none
     Shift: move left by 1.44 points
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     Fixed
     Left
     1.4400
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     None
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     78
     136
     134
     68
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: none
     Shift: move left by 1.44 points
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     Fixed
     Left
     1.4400
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     None
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     78
     136
     134
     68
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: none
     Shift: move left by 0.14 points
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     Fixed
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     None
     144.0000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     78
     136
     134
     68
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut top edge by 14.40 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     14.4000
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 25.20 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     25.2000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 25.20 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     25.2000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 14.40 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     14.4000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 10.80 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     10.8000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 10.80 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     10.8000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 5.04 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     5.0400
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 0.72 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     0.7200
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut top edge by 2.88 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     2.8800
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     76
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 3.60 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     3.6000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     75
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 3.60 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     3.6000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     75
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 3.60 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     3.6000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     75
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 1.44 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     1.4400
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     75
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 0.72 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     0.7200
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     75
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut bottom edge by 21.60 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     21.6000
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     111
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut bottom edge by 21.60 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     21.6000
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     111
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend bottom edge by 1.44 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     1.4400
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     111
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend bottom edge by 1.44 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     1.4400
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     127
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 16.09 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     16.0920
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     1
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend right edge by 16.09 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     16.0920
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     1
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 16.09 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     16.0920
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     3
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 16.09 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     16.0920
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     3
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend left edge by 28.80 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     28.8000
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     130
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: extend right edge by 28.80 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
      

        
     32
            
       D:20170804113202
       648.0000
       Blank
       432.0000
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     No
     471
     30
    
     None
     Left
     0.1440
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         121
         AllDoc
         432
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Bigger
     28.8000
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposing2
     Quite Imposing 2.9b
     Quite Imposing 2
     1
      

        
     130
     136
     135
     136
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 QI2base



